This paper gives attention to a special point in Brandom's Making it Explicit. Brandom proposes in MIE a "Fregean" way out of Kripke's puzzle about belief. In the first part, I analyze two main features of Brandom's strategy, the definition of anaphoric chains as senses of proper names and the implausibility of the application of a disquotational principle to proper names. In the second part, I discuss (i) the problem of the stability of contents and (ii) the problem of sharing contents. I claim that Brandom's strong holism leads to irresolvable difficulties with the concept of conceptual content as it emerges from the discussion of Kripke's puzzle.
Given the assumption that Pierre is rational, these conclusions contrast with the basic intuition that Pierre himself cannot be convicted of inconsistency. What he lacks is not logical acumen, but factual information. However, it seems to be difficult to avoid such conclusions. A first reaction suggests that the puzzle may arise only in a Millian theory. In a Fregean theory there is no contradiction, because Pierre attributes two different senses to the word "London" and "Londres". However -according to Kripke -the Fregean solution does not work, because the conclusions depend on two basic principles, both shared by Millian and Fregean theories: TP (Translation Principle): If a sentence of a language expresses a truth in that language, then any translation of it into any other language also expresses a truth in that other language. DP (Disquotational Principle): If (and only if) a normal speaker, who is not conceptually confused, sincerely assents to 'p' , then he also believes that p.
Kripke also gives a monolingual example, where, as he says, "only the disquotational principle is explicitly used": Pierre meets Paderewski at a concert and assents to "Paderewski has musical talent". Pierre believes that politicians normally have no musical talent. Pierre hears of Paderewski, the politician (who, unknown to Pierre happens also to be Paderewski, the musician), and he believes that the former has no musical talent either. Therefore he assents to "Paderewski has no musical talent". Taking "p" to be "Paderewski has musical talent", we should then attribute, respectively, (a) a contradictory belief to Pierre or (b) a contradiction to the reporter: In MIE, Brandom uses the monolingual case in order to get a simplified version of the puzzle, dealing only with the disquotational principle. Actually, in footnote 37 of his paper, Kripke (1979) remarks that in this case, too, we should account for the problem of translation between two different idiolects. Working on this idea Santambrogio (2002) claims that (TP) is essential to the problem raised by the puzzle. 1 According to Brandom, however, the discussion of the puzzle can be restricted to the discussion of the disquotational principle. In the first part of the paper, I take Brandom's step for granted.
Brandom suggests also that the first form of the puzzle is explained away with a de re attribution such as:
(a*) Pierre believes of Paderewski, who has musical talent, that he has no musical talent.
If this is right 2 the main problem is the second form of the puzzle. There we have both to attribute and not to attribute a belief to a person. As a result, we seem to be bound to be inconsistent in our attributions of beliefs. Assuming that the Paderewski case arises without the use of the Translation Pinciple, the puzzle derives from the application of the Disquotational Principle alone. Actually, the puzzle could also be considered a reductio ad absurdum of the principle. 3 The principle, however, is not only a very reasonable one, it is one that is well entrenched in our linguistic and logical practice. Brandom distinguishes two aspects of the DP:
1. Making a connection between overt linguistic avowals by a speaker and ascription of belief by a hearer or reporter. The principle requires that if someone explicitly asserts "p" then we 'have to' ascribe to that person a belief with the same content. 2. Making a connection between the expression used by the speaker and the expression used by the reporter. The principle requires that if someone uses the expression "p" to avow a belief, then the reporter is allowed to use the same expression in reporting the belief.
While DP (1) seems unobjectionable, it owes its intuitive appeal to the unexplained concept of "content"; a proper clarification of this feature of the principle depends therefore on the conception of "content" we choose. DP (2) has some apparent and relevant exceptions. Kripke himself considers some restriction to the principle, mainly that:
(R) The sentence replacing 'p' is to lack indexical or pronominal devices, or ambiguities that would ruin the intuitive sense of the principle.
Which kinds of expressions are then the main exceptions to DP? Mainly these are expressions whose capacity to refer relies on the ability to use tokens of different kinds ("you"/"she", "this"/"that") in reported and reporting speech. Are there other exceptions? Or, apart from these exceptions, is DP generally applicable? In particular, is DP generally applicable to proper names? Brandom uses two types of arguments: the first speaks against the general applicability of DP, the second against the applicability of DP to proper names. In the next two sub-sections, I will discuss the main lines of the latter, leaving the former in the background. Before I do that, however, a few words on this background are in order. The argument against the general applicability of DP is based on Davidson's analysis of indirect speech. 4 In Davidson's analysis, indirect speech is a relation between tokens and not between types; in reported speech, the content expressed by words appearing in the scope of "that" depends on the context of evaluation on the side of the ascriber (the pronouns and demonstratives he uses). Here we are in agreement with Kripke's exception to DP. Developing this point Brandom builds his own conception of belief. Believing something (a propositional content) is to be committed to certain inferences. The phrase 'content of belief ' hides the fact that undertaking such a commitment must be distinguished from attributing it (Brandom 1994: 153 ff.) . Attributing a belief to a speaker is not just attributing a commitment; the reporter must either undertake the reported commitment himself or claim that the speaker 'should' be committed to certain inferences. Therefore, the words expressed in indirect speech have to make clear the relative commitments of the speaker and the ascriber and their attitudes towards these commitments. "S said that p" should be translated roughly as: "S said something that in his mouth committed him to what an assertional utterance of 'p' in my mouth now would commit me to" (Brandom 1994: 538) . The aim, or duty, of a good reporter is to show what commitment should be undertaken in order to say the 'same thing' of the original speaker according to the judgement of the reporter -in analogy to Davidson's relation of "samesaying". Such an ascription of belief can express the speaker's commitments through wordings that are different from the original wording of the speaker. On the other hand, the most relevant part of the disquotational principle is based on the use of the same types of words; therefore, DP cannot be considered, without careful scrutiny, as generally applicable to any utterance.
The problem is this: why, after having established (R), does Kripke apply the disquotational principle to proper names? Kripke is certainly not supposed to assume Millianism in his argument. However two relevant assumptions, which do not enter directly into the argument of the puzzle, work as background for Kripke's assumptions about the "content" of a belief 5 and, at the same time, for subjecting proper names to DP: -Proper names are a basic ingredient in forming singular propositions, intended in a Russellian way; therefore the content of belief, or of other propositional attitudes, is given by an ordered pair with an object and a property; in the relevant case <London, ugliness> or <Paderewski, musical talent>. -Proper names refer rigidly, as indexicals do. But the individuals to which they refer are not bound to change depending on the context of the utterance, as the individuals referred to by indexicals are. Therefore, proper names behave very differently from indexicals.
Brandom makes two points to contrast these two assumptions and to work out a different conception of the "content of a belief ":
-Proper names are basic ingredients in forming singular propositions, but singular propositions are taken in a neo-Fregean way as made up of de re senses, and not of the objects themselves. -Proper names, considered as tokens in indirect speech, behave in a way which is very similar to indexicals and other exceptions of the disquotational principle given by Kripke (pronouns and ambiguous names).
In the next sub-sections, I develop these two points, after which I will devote some space to work out the notion of the content of a belief that derives from these analyses.
.2 Proper names and anaphoric chains
For the first point Brandom merges the concept of anaphora devised by Chastain (1975) with the idea of de re senses given by McDowell (1984) . Direct reference theories have placed great emphasis on the problem of the word-world relation. Given that any expression, even a definite description, can be used indexically to fix a reference, some special attention has been paid to tokens (utterances given in a context) instead of types. To pick up a significant example, for Burge (1973: 433, 439 ) "in their most common use proper names involve a demonstrative element"; proper names are not to be considered as individual constants, but as "free variables which represent demonstratives and which receive their interpretation extralinguistically, through the referential actions of language users". However, in focusing on the indexical aspect of language, no attention has been given to anaphora, for it appears to deal with intralinguistic matters. Brandom's main claim is that anaphora, far from being a mere intralinguistic device, is a necessary ingredient of our referring to objects. The core of the argument for the conceptual priority of anaphora with respect to deixis, is the claim that an indexical is to be considered as an anaphoric initiator. The capacity of pronouns to pick up a reference from an anaphoric antecedent is an essential condition of the capacity of other tokens (which can serve as such antecedents) to have references determined. Deixis presupposes anaphora. No tokens can have the significance of demonstratives unless others have the significance of anaphoric dependents; to use an expression as a demonstrative is to use it as a special kind of anaphoric initiator (cf. Brandom 1994: 462; see also the whole passage, pp. 459-464).
At first, the point seems compatible with our intuitions: we need anaphoric devices in order to be able to re-identify what has been referred to by an indexical: the role of an indexical is to be an anaphoric initiator. When I say, pointing to a man drinking champagne, "He is drunk", I (intend to) refer to somebody, to whom I can refer back later. Thus, when asked for a specification, I say, "I mean that man sitting down on that bench: he is Fred". The anaphoric chain begins with "he" and goes on, picking out the same individual I was referring to with the first utterance of "he". If nobody had any interest in enabling other people to recognize and pick out an individual again, indexicals would be empty and of no use.
But indexicals do not only have the role of anaphoric initiators; they perform also the basic function of connecting general beliefs with contexts. Besides, it is easy to think of occasions in which we use an indexical only once. Therefore, even if it is always possible to use the indexical as anaphoric initiator, it is not necessary to do so (or at least we might say that it is necessary that it is possible, not that it is necessary tout court). On the contrary, when one uses an anaphora, it is necessary to have an anaphoric initiator, with some indexical element embedded (be it a real indexical or a proper name). Therefore the conclusion that deixis presupposes anaphora seems too strong, and should be weakened. An indexical or a demonstrative is an anaphoric initiator plus something special; this "something special" is its deictic aspect. We might say that anaphora and deixis are always to be considered together, without one being conceptually prior to the other. I suppose that this weaker claim is sufficient for the purpose of the argument Brandom gives, and the stronger claim (deixis presupposes anaphora) is not necessary.
The weakening of this claim does not infringe the general argument. The main point of the argument is that the function of indexicals and demonstratives is not exhausted in their unrepeatable occurrence, that is, in their being dependent on the context of utterance; we have to consider the possibility of them being anaphoric initiators. In this case the anaphoric chain has tokens depending not only on the context of utterance, but also on the initiator of the chain and can figure in substitutions. Brandom uses the term "repeatable tokens". 6 Making the passage from unrepeatable tokens to repeatable ones, "anaphoric chains provide the point of using demonstratives or indexicals"; as soon as we use demonstratives and indexicals, we are beginning to keep track of an object via a possible anaphoric chain. Now we might say the following: rigid designation is considered, following Chastain, a case of a more general feature of language -anaphoric chains. The proper work of anaphora is to make a direct link to the anaphoric initiator, rigidifying it: considered as a general feature of linguistic practice, anaphora reveals a general primitive recurrence structure that is exploited by many kinds of terms (mainly indexicals, proper names and mass terms). Following this generalization, Brandom takes over from Chastain the idea that most of what has been said in terms of causal chains can be re-framed in terms of anaphoric chains. In fact, causal theories of proper names appear as "dark ways of talking about the sort of anaphoric chains that link tokens of proper names into recurrent structures" (Brandom 1994: 470) .
The idea of anaphora and anaphoric chains helps Brandom to give new substance to the idea of de re senses as developed by McDowell (1984) and also provides a tool to criticize both direct reference theories and descriptive theories of meaning. McDowell, following Evans, suggests that we have to keep the basic intuition that some thoughts -"singular" thoughts -are dependent on the object the thought is about. This does not mean that the thought must be composed by the individual itself, but that the individual must figure in the thought through a peculiar way of its being given, through a "de re sense". De re senses express the way in which we conceptualize the world. They help us to reject the Cartesian attitude implicit in traditional theories of meaning that worry about the problem of the "link" between language and the world. There is no link to be found because the world is already given in our use of concepts through linguistic learning and linguistic practice. 7 But de re senses have often been considered as an obscure concept. While senses, more or less aptly considered as clusters of definite descriptions, are believed to contribute to a viable theory, a viable theory for de re senses seemed to be lacking. Anaphoric chains provide a suitable answer. In indirect speech we deal with tokens of proper names, not with types. Employing an analogy to pronouns and indexicals, tokens of proper names can be understood as elements in an anaphoric chain that is anchored in some name-introducing token. I come in the room and hear "Fred was found drunk in a pub". Even if I have no idea who Fred is, I follow the conversation keeping track of the different occurrences of "Fred" and of other means to refer to him (like "he", "him", or some definite or indefinite descriptions). From then on, I refer to him using the name I have been exposed to as an anaphoric initiator (and I assume that the chain may go further back into the past to the first occurrence of the name "Fred"). The anaphoric chain I am exposed to may be said to be the sense of the proper name -the peculiar way in which a referent is given -a way which is essentially linked to the first use of the name, to the 'reference' of the name. Therefore, contrary to Kripke, while refusing to identify the senses of names with definite descriptions, we still may accept the idea that names have senses and that individual 'thoughts' have as their parts not objects in themselves, but senses or anaphoric chains. Brandom adds the change of perspective from speaker to reporter. The reporter may judge about the correctness of a certain use of anaphoric chains on the side of the speaker; and she, the reporter, may correct those uses from her perspective by undertaking certain commitments on her own.
.3 Proper names as "normal" exceptions to the disquotational principle
Given that proper names in indirect speech are tokens which behave in a way similar to indexicals and pronouns, they are easily thought of as candidates for belonging to the set of expressions that "would ruin the intuitive sense" of the disquotational principle and that constitute the relevant exceptions given by Kripke himself in (R). Brandom offers three examples.
(i) Ambiguity. In Kripke's example, Arthur uses tokens of the same type, for example: "Cicero" for a spy in World War II and then for the famous Roman orator. We may say -assuming that the famous orator is not a spy -that Arthur believes that Cicero is a spy and that he believes that Cicero is not a spy. In this case we do not have inconsistency because of the ambiguous use of the name "Cicero", where two names referring to different individuals just happen to be of the same type. What is the difference between this and the Paderewski example? The ambiguity of Arthur's case derives from the fact that two co-typical occurrences of a name refer to different individuals; this is also true in the case of Pierre where two co-typical occurrences of a name are considered by him to refer to different individuals. Without contact with any other speakers, Arthur and Pierre cannot tell their cases apart. Both have an identity of lexical type and both have different uses of tokens of the same type. Brandom insists that Kripke does not give any decisive argument to show that the first pair of tokens is ambiguous, while the other is not. The suggestion seems to be that the main reason for ambiguity is not the diversity of references, but the diversity of anaphoric chains attached to co-typical occurrences of proper names. In this concern, Brandom shares Sosa's attitude that the argument from ambiguity is a petitio principii on Kripke's part. This is because "if we were to require, for a term to be ambiguous, that it have more than one referent, then (…) we would presuppose Millianism; such a requirement excludes a Fregean position in which a name with a single referent is ambiguous in virtue of having more than one sense. And Kripke's project is precisely to recreate a difficulty without presupposing Millianism". 8 (ii) Indexicals. Proper names and indexicals have always been considered the main devices for direct reference. In the view hinted at by McDowell and Brandom, they are still devices for expressing singular thoughts. But the analysis of deixis as a device which is essentially connected to anaphora gives a strong argument for a deeper analogy between indexicals and proper names. Both tokens of indexicals and of proper names are linked in anaphoric chains that represent the peculiar way in which an object is given to the speaker. Considering tokens of proper names that are both partly context-dependent and organized in anaphoric chains as indexicals may give a reason for excluding them from a generalized application of the disquotational principle.
(iii) Pronouns. Brandom quotes Kripke's idea that differences in the beliefs of speakers (different descriptions given by speakers of a language) do not change the reference of a name so long as the speaker "determines that he will use the name with the reference current in the community". Brandom suggests that this idea is like a rough account of what it is to use a pronoun with a certain antecedent. In both cases (proper names and pronouns), taking a token as continuing a chain also commits one to taking the token as inheriting its substitutional-inferential role from the antecedent tokens and as determining the referent by tracing the chain back to the "anaphoric" initiator. Distinct "anaphoric" chains of tokens of "it" may be anchored in antecedents picking out either different objects or the same object. This is exactly what happens in the use of ambiguous proper names (Cicero/Cicero or Paderewski/Paderewski). Given the similarity of the different ways to pick up the referent via a chain (be it anaphoric or causal), the behavior of proper names can be considered analogous to the behavior of pronouns, and, therefore, automatically excluded from the disquotational principle. Brandom notes that, strangely enough, Kripke never considered this possibility, which could lead to the positive conclusion that "one cannot tell simply from the lexical type of an expression whether it is used in such a way that the disquotational principle applies to it" (p. 579).
The examples given by Brandom may be placed in a natural and intuitive progression. First, proper names as tokens may be ambiguous if two tokens refer to the same individual. Then, we may see that, as tokens, they instantiate an anaphoric structure in a way very similar to indexicals; the analogy with pronouns confirms this analysis when we consider cases of the use of "it" which are similar to the case of the ambiguous use of "Paderewski". Therefore the main arguments for excluding proper names from the exceptions of the Disquotational Principle do not work. Proper names are typical cases in which DP cannot be used. With the same strategy we might extend this claim to natural kind terms.
.4 Conceptual links and the substitutional-inferential stance
Kripke was well aware of the attempts to treat his idea of causal chain as a variant of the Fregean concept of sense; he says that, given that the chain of communication determines the reference, it "might thereby itself be called a 'sense'". In this case, "sense" is "what fixes the reference". 9 The question is not merely terminological. It concerns differences in metaphysics and epistemology. Speaking of senses as anaphoric chains -and not simply as causal chains, whatever they are -is another way to stress the idea that any linguistic connection with the world is conceptually mediated and built up by the interaction of speakers in a community.
Brandom frees Fregean insights from main sources of confusion, for example of Millian 'connotation' and Fregean 'sense' (A. Church) or from Kripke's misunderstanding of a"Fregean view", which allegedly identifies the sense of a name with a set of properties (by which the 'object' should be identified like in definite descriptions). 10 Already Carnap reminds us that a property or a set of properties cannot be considered as a Fregean "sense". 11 Even though Frege sometimes uses definite descriptions as examples of senses, he carefully avoided speaking of senses as properties or concepts.
Moreover, Brandom's definition of "conceptual content" elaborates the Fregean definition of content as inferential role. 12 The conceptual content of a belief, or the content expressed by a corresponding assertion, is given by the inferences (and the substitutions) the speaker is committed to and the justifications that entitle the speaker to make the assertion. Speaking of conceptual content is therefore speaking of commitments and entitlements. But, according to Brandom, one must take into account also differences of undertakings of speakers and hearers.
The traditional notion of belief is embedded in an insoluble ambiguity between a narrow, empirical notion and a wide, normative one. 13 The narrow notion links belief to acknowledgment or sincere avowal; the wide one links belief to the consequences of what is held to be true: I believe what I do not acknowledge but what I should acknowledge when confronted with it through the right chain of reasoning. There may be tensions between these two notions of belief, which give rise to two different sets of beliefs, one closed under the avowal relation, the other closed under a ('somehow objective') consequence relation. People often go back and forth between these two notions of "belief ".
What is the content of belief in a normative sense? Brandom's answer equates the (normative) content of belief, roughly, with a commitment to assert certain further sentences or to do certain further things. Part of this commitment is the commitment to make 'the correct substitutions' and to use 'the right items' in anaphoric chains. The possibility of using any kind of expression as fixing reference, and then as anaphoric initiator, makes the substitution of non-co-typical expressions a general phenomenon. Therefore, the substitution of co-typical linguistic items in the expression of our commitments becomes an exception rather than a rule.
To 'know' the conceptual content of a singular term is to be able to deal with correct substitutions. Pierre does not know what he is committed to in using the term "Paderewski" because of an ambiguous use of the name. This is a reason for not applying the Disquotation Principle. This solves Kripke's puzzle. We may say that Pierre erroneously attaches to the same type of name two different sets of inferential commitments which are two different ways to keep track of the one individual, without aknowledging it. We might perhaps consider these ways of keeping track of individuals as similar to the one Evans envisaged in "Understanding demonstratives", where the Fregean concept of sense is equated with a way of keeping track of an object through time. The complication in our case is due to the fact that Pierre keeps track of Paderewski in one way when he uses the term inside one anaphoric chain, while keeping track of him in a different way when he refers to him using a different chain.
To explain what is happening in the puzzle we need to take into account both Pierre's point of view and his commitments relative to substitutions on two different anaphoric chains and our point of view, our commitment to different substitutions. Therefore we cannot attribute to him a contradiction from his point of view. However, a contradiction is apparent when his point of view -his undertakings -is confronted with our commitments and attributions of commitments. Therefore we cannot simply say that he believes that p and he believes that not p using his commitments which we do not share. We have to make explicit the different commitments and undertakings. The reporter may give not only her point of view on the content of a speaker's belief, but also her point of view on the speaker's point of view. The reporter may express also the claims the speaker should be committed to if he were in possession of the knowledge available to the reporter. The reporter may undertake a commitment that Paderewski is a musical talent, and attributes to Pierre the commitment to assert, of the same individual she is speaking about, that he is not a musical talent (the weak denotational reading given at § 1 as a*). Given that the disagreement is not about the principle of contradiction, an interpreter has all the evidence to interpret the report and to extract from it the relevant information that is to specify the commitments attributed and undertaken by the reporter. 14 Speaking of Pierre's beliefs we need to take into account his epistemic limitations and the general principles of rational co-tenability 15 of thoughts. Pierre has two thoughts that are about the same individual, but are rationally co-tenable because they express two different anaphoric chains: , should make it clear that Pierre must update his beliefs. Besides, we might also express his belief, by making his 'real' commitments explicit, if he assumed our point of view. Since there is -beyond his knowledge -a unique individual linked to the two different anaphoric initiators, he would be compelled to recognize a contradiction. Therefore, if one asks "What does Pierre believe?", there is no proper direct and simple answer. We cannot adopt his point of view in reporting his beliefs. Sentences such as "Pierre believes that Paderewski has musical talent and does not believe that Paderewski has musical talent" are no good reports of his belief, because they make us blind to the interplay between the reporter's point of view and his own.
Two main problems with Brandom's solution 2. What we have achieved
We may summarize Brandom's poroposals as follows:
1. In the monolingual case, Kripke's puzzle can be presented without the TP. 2. If (1) holds, then the puzzle is due to the DP alone. 3. But there is no need to use the DP for proper names. 4. If (3) holds, then the puzzle in its original form disappears, or -at least -can be solved with something similar to Fregean senses, i.e., anaphoric chains containing tokens of proper names. 5. This move requires a new definition of content: the content of a belief is defined as commitment to correct substitutions with respect to anaphoric chains. 6. Pierre has therefore two different contents of belief, even if his beliefs are actually connected to the same referent (to the same object of belief). 7. There is no proper rendering of Pierre's contents of beliefs in sentences like "Pierre believes that p and not p" or in sentences like "Pierre believes that p and Pierre does not believe that p" because these sentences do not make explicit the different actual undertakings of commitments of different persons with different points of view (speaker and reporter).
Kripke's argument rests on the two principles TP and DP. Where these principles do not apply, the puzzle does not arise. However there are at least two difficulties for Brandom's version of a Fregean answer, even tough framed in a new, anaphoric and perspectival setting:
i. The main problem raised by Kripke is that we are stuck in an opaque set of idiolects, where everyone attaches 'her own sense' to any name. This problem applies as well to the idea of sense as anaphoric chains if they are 'arbitrarily attached' to a name. It seems to be a desideratum that senses are 'socialized' , that they are something common to a community of speakers. ii. The TP has been dismissed too easily; if Kripke is right, we should take into account the problem of translating from Pierre's idiolect or language into our idiolect. We have said that Brandom's way out consists in thinking of proper names in analogy with indexicals. By this move, he avoids any mystifying statements about 'our language' or 'our meanings' as identical or non-identical with 'Pierre's language' or 'Pierre's meanings' . Only if we decide to say that Pierre 'has a language different from ours' , the problem of translation becomes a necessary ingredient of the picture. The question is Brandom's holism, which seems to make such a decision unavoidable.
In what follows I will not discuss the problem of translation, but I will comment mainly on the first problem and on the difficulties of defining the concept of "content of belief " inside the holistic view suggested by Brandom.
Socialized senses and idiosyncratic anaphoric chains
Brandom says that anaphoric chains perform the main role Fregean senses are supposed to perform: they are "the way in which objects can be given to us, and they determine the reference of the expressions occurring in them". Fregean senses should also explain socially shared cognitive values of sentences. 16 But unlike any 'ideal notion' of an 'objective' or 'causal chain' , anaphoric chains are typically related to individuals, they are even occasional. A first answer to this challenge could be a 'dual aspect theory of sense' , which might save two aspects of our treatment of names: a procedural concept of sense designating the peculiar anaphoric chain that each individual attaches to any object (or, if we want, even his peculiar descriptions); and a "metaphysical" concept of sense where, for instance, names are linked to a unique function from possible worlds to the unique individual to which the name refers. 17 A second answer could be framed as follows. We might suggest that a single anaphoric chain tracked by just one person does not constitute a sense properly (just as a private language does not constitute a language). An anaphoric chain needs to be embedded in a coherent network of chains. 18 An "idiolectical" sense is accepted as "default", as implying to be embedded in a coherent network of chains, which all converge towards the same anaphoric initiator, therefore to the same individual. If this requirement is not fulfilled, we should not speak of the "sense" of a name, but of a deviant aspect of the intended socially shared sense. This suggestion means that to be a sense of a name is to be part of a shared anaphoric chain. Apparent contradictions, like Pierre's, develop just in case where this social sharing is blocked, and there is a split between a set of socially accepted uses of a name and an idiosyncratic use of it. Properly speaking, there is no idiosyncratic sense. Sense implies a network of anaphoric chains. This is however a "desideratum", which Brandom's holistic attitude can make difficult to attain, because the holistic stance makes it very difficult to have a uniform conception of conceptual content, or of the content of a belief which is exactly the main problem arising from the discussion of Kripke's puzzle.
How can we share conceptual contents?
As I already have said in Section 1.4, the concept of belief dangles ambiguously between a narrow interpretation (disposition to avowal) and a wide interpretation (commitment to the consequence of what is explicitly avowed). Brandom develops the second notion of the concept of belief, speaking about the structure of a person's commitments with respect to what follows from her assertions. The picture becomes more and more complex when one realizes that "what one takes to follow from what (…) depends on what collateral premises one is committed or entitled to" (Brandom 1994: 587) . 19 We use the same words to express our different commitments; but the inferential content expressed by the same types of words differs from person to person because of the speakers' different collateral commitments. As a result, it is difficult to understand how people could share the same meanings (or conceptual content or pragmatic significance) for the words used, and, therefore, how they could agree or disagree about any matter: the devastating consequence is that mutual understanding and successful communication become unexplainable. How does Brandom face this problem which is a direct consequence of his holistic stance? 20 The devastating consequence of holism applied to meaning or semantic content depends on the way we think of communication as sharing the same content. There are two possible reactions to this problem: one can either reject holism or reject this conception of communication. Most traditional answers are of the first kind: Fodor rejects holism to keep hold of an atomistic conception of meanings and concepts, while Dummett develops molecularism as an intermediate view between holism and atomism. Both answers maintain the idea of communication as the ability to share meanings (be they atomistic concepts or inferential patterns). 21 Davidson and Brandom (1994: 479) develop the other kind of solution: they keep holism and abandon the model of communication as sharing, shifting to a different conception of communication as cooperating in a joint activity. Nevertheless, Brandom (1994: 590) does not abandon completely the idea of communication as sharing contents: "conceptual contents, paradigmatically propositional ones, can genuinely be shared [my italics]". This claim seems to run counter to the proposed alternative for which a theory of communication is not based on sharing something, but on cooperating on some activity. It is not easy how to understand these apparently contradictory claims. The notion of content of belief or of conceptual content is not always as clearly defined as it should be to clarify the issue.
Actually, the notion of conceptual content has a strange history in the course of the more than 700 pages of Brandom's book. Propositional or conceptual content is based on the tradition of the Fregean distinction between sense and force: different propositional attitudes may have the same content (which is to be distinguished from their object). Propositional or conceptual contents are conferred through the practice of giving and asking for reasons (Sellars). Therefore, they can be identified with the inferential relations one is committed to, or with the inferential commitments one undertakes in expressing a claim (a belief). Given the difference in collateral commitments, it is nearly impossible that two people 'absolutely' share the same inferential content or the same set of commitments. What does Brandom mean, then, when he speaks of "sharing conceptual contents?" A tentative answer is that sharing conceptual contents does not mean "passing something non-perspectival from hand to hand", but "mastering the coordinated system of scorekeeping perspectives" (Brandom 1994:590) . Still it is not clear what is shared. People do not share their idiosyncratic sets of commitments. And they do not share their different perspectives. Therefore, if it is something that can be shared, the conceptual content cannot be identified with the idiosyncratic set of inferential commitments each person has. We need another notion of content and it seems there are two ways out of the impasse:
(i) We could speak of the conceptual content as the common situation referred to through the different perspectives. The difference in inferential (substitutional) significance does not imply that one interlocutor "cannot strictly be said to understand what another says; it should only be taken to mean that the content they both grasp (…) must be differently specified from different points of view" (Brandom 1994: 590) . If the content they both grasp cannot be identified with their respective sets of commitments, it can therefore be identified with the situation they refer to, or with the singular proposition intended in the classical way. 22 But with this answer we are back to the traditional view of the content of belief as the ordered pair of an individual and a property, which was more part of the problem than of the solution. This solution cannot work for Brandom: from the beginning of his project, Brandom has the goal to develop an alternative to the classical idea of content. For him, abstract representations of a singular proposition as 'ordered pairs' are not helpful at all. Certainly, in Brandom's picture, we share a common world, but Pierre's commitments (from his point of view) are different from the commitments undertaken by the reporter. We should therefore say that their beliefs have two different conceptual contents. 23 (ii) Conceptual content can be defined as the set of speaker's commitments -if we do not forget the perspective(s) of attributing or acknowledging the commitment. To avoid the criticism about idiosyncratic anaphoric chains as foundation of senses, we may think of a continuous conversion towards socialized sense, or common anaphoric chains. But this ideal is far from being clear. A general suggestion given by Brandom is that shared contents may become a result of the interplay of people's commitments, consisting in the "systematic relation among the various pragmatic significances" (p. 591). Content is therefore derived by pragmatic attitudes, abilities to detect other people's commitments. This answer is, however, highly problematic because it does not explain how we could call these systematic relations the "contents" of our beliefs. The question is if this argument supports a more abstract notion of content or voids it of any possibility of systematic treatment.
Brandom seems not to have clearly decided whether the concept of "sharing" is something to be explained or something that belongs to the structure of the explanation. In the first case, we have a theory of communication which has to explain how, through a network of attitudes, we arrive at sharing some common core, be it a singular proposition or a set of inferences; in the second case, the level we share something in our linguistic interaction is what explains our mutual understanding. In what follows I try to clarify the second perspective, which is one possible trend we find in MIE. We may abandon the idea that contents, understood as sets of commitments, are shared. All of us have different perspectives; we share just the idea that there is a difference between what is objectively correct and what is taken to be so. Therefore, we do not share conceptual contents, but rather the structure of our treating them as correct or not. What is shared is "the structure, not the content" (Brandom 1994: 600) .
This line of thought contradicts some of the previous explicit statements about sharing contents, but looks promising. When Brandom claims that what is shared is "the structure, not the content", he can be understood as giving a general framework consistent with ideas of multi-agent and multi-context theories developed in Cognitive Sciences. 24 From this point of view, we might interpret most of the theories of this kind as if they gave a formal representation of the basic abilities and strategies used by agents for navigating in the web of information and beliefs. A formal pragmatics should give a formal representation of common practices such as: switching from one context to another, importing information from other sources, building new conceptual frameworks from given ones, representing inside its own point of view the point of view of other agents. We cannot be said to share meanings -conceptual contents -but it is possible to say that we share these abilities and strategies.
When Brandom stresses the egalitarian attitude towards the different perspectives this is very well matched in the egalitarian attitude expressed in some multi-agent or multi-context theories. 25 This is reflected by a major point in Brandom's (1994: 601) analysis: there is no ultimate authority and no perspective is privileged in advance: what counts as correct is sorted out by "assessing the comparative authority of competing evidential and inferential claims".
Conclusion
As a result, it seems that the tension between the idea of language as an idiolect and language as a social enterprise remains unresolved in Brandom's analysis. Perhaps this has to do with the opposed influences of Davidson and Dummett on his general theory of language. The consequence is that Brandom's concept of conceptual content oscillates between different meanings of "sharing": as something we reach at the end of the process of communication, on the one hand, and as something presupposed for the communication to work, on the other. Maybe there is a way to reconcile the contrast between the idea of "sharing the structure and not the content" with the idea of explaining how we can reach a point where we share conceptual contents understood as sets of commitments. The shared strategies we use for navigating among commitments can be considered as the backbone of the activity by which, checking our relative commitments, we converge towards common inferences and commitments.
What does it mean to share common inferences as the result of this process of communication? Again, I have two answers: (i) a general suggestion derives from the idea of concepts "whose properties of use outrun the dispositions of the speaker to apply them" (Brandom 1994: 636) . These properties of use become standards and we may describe communication as the process in which speakers bind themselves to such standards. We have therefore a "binding requirement", built upon general strategies of communication, which impose a structure on admissible conceptual contents; (ii) we may not insist that in order to share a conceptual content there must be a set of commitments or inferences that speakers have to share. On the contrary, we should simply demand that speakers have to share some commitments or inferences they get to share in local context, through basic commonly shared abilities in linguistic interaction.
This last suggestion gives a reasonable definition of content understanding: a person understands a conceptual content if she understands some of its (plausible, relevant, and easy) inferential relations. This is, however, a form of 'molecularism' or local holism 26 which rejects the strongest versions of holism of conceptual content and implies that a speaker's meaning does not coincide with the totality of his beliefs and commitments. This idea seems to match some ideas in Brandom's work, as when he claims that the "grasp of concepts" as mastery of inferential roles "does not mean that an individual must be disposed to …endorse in practice all the right inferences involving it (…) to be in the game at all, one must make enough of the right moves -but how much is enough is quite flexible" (p. 636). Eventually this line of thought could lead to the idea of common content considered not as something shared by every member of the society, but as generally accepted norms towards which all people should conform and do conform when properly guided. However, accepting this step should require a definite and well argued alternative to the strong form of holism Brandom seems to defend. Notes * I thank Robert Brandom, Horacio Arlo Costa, Marco Santambrogio and Massimiliano Vignolo for comments on previous versions of the paper. The main part of the paper has been written at Pittsburgh's Center for Philosophy of Science in a friendly atmosphere; part of the paper has been discussed at a seminar on Kripke at Carnegie Mellon University with Horacio Arlo Costa. I wish also to thank John McDowell for conversations on topics discussed here. Some criticism by anonymous referees and discussions with Pirmin StekelerWeithofer contributed to improve (and shorten) the original paper. The work is part of the research project MIUR 2003110131.
. Santambrogio (2002) claims that Pierre's language is not the same as ours: "suppose it were otherwise. In our language the relevant identity 'Paderewski=Paderewski" has the form a=a. Obviously, Peter must be taking it as of the form a=b, for he thinks that there are two distinct, though homophonous, names involved in it". Given that there is no mistake in syntactic structure, "we must conclude that his language is distinct from our own. Some translation is thus needed". As a general conclusion Santambrogio suggests that "every belief ascription is…couched in some language…and that more than one language is involved in the paradoxical cases. The first thing that the paradox urges to so is to make explicit which language we are using. (…) Stepping out of our language and into Pierre's own, therefore, amounts to adopting a viewpoint which was simply not available before". As we shall see, Brandom's attempt is to reach a similar result (adopting a viewpoint not available before) without facing the problem of translation.
2.
Brandom gives his general solution to the puzzle in one sentence, rendering both the point of view of the reporter and of the speaker. It is however not clear that this is a proper reading of (a); in fact we risk to miss Pierre's claim that Paderewski has musical talent. There is something tricky here. In the first part of his paper, Kripke (1979) himself recognizes that some problems are solved with de re readings, and explicitly directs his concerns to de dicto readings. However Brandom, following Lewis (1981) , attempts to avoid an all too schematic disjunction here and uses a third possibility: "weak denotational de re reading".
3. Burge (1982) claims that the Weak Disquotational Principle is "absurd".
4.
Davidson makes use of the puzzle, dividing the meaning component (truth theory) from the belief component of his overall account of language. In the belief component there must be a belief that "London is not Londres", while in the truth theory we have "'London' refers to London" and "'Londres' refers to London" and, apparently "London = Londres". But the truth theory has nothing to do with the psychological explanation and does not represent the beliefs of the speakers, but the truth conditions of sentences. See Bilgrami (1992: 178-179) .
5.
At the end of his paper, Kripke speaks of the "cloud" the paradox places over the notion of "content"; this cloud seems -at least from Brandom's point of view -to be placed mainly on the idea of a singular proposition, as defined by the assumptions under discussion.
6. The idea of "repeatable token" is counter-intuitive. However, think of a sentence written on a piece of paper -like "I'll come back soon" -which can be used at different occasions; it is a token used different times. It is therefore repeatable. In contrast to a token used at a peculiar occasion, an anaphoric chain can be said to consist of tokens which can be repeated as such, without changing reference. McDowell (1986 McDowell ( , 1994 . Sosa (1996: 391) . Sosa tries a radical diversion claiming that Kripke's puzzle does not derive directly from the disquotational principle, but rather from a hidden principle presupposed by Kripke as a central principle in giving a logic of belief. Sosa calls this the "Hermeneutic Principle" [H] : "If a name in ordinary language has a single referent then it may correctly be represented logically by a single constant". The principle expresses the idea that an "unambiguous" name is a name that has a single referent and can be represented by a single logical constant. Kripke's arguments are valid only if we assume "that an agent has contradictory beliefs if and only if the agent has beliefs whose contents can be represented formally as Fa and ¬ Fa", an assumption which clearly goes on well with the principle [H] (p. 388). A theory that allows a proper name to have a meaning which is not exhausted by the reference will deny the validity of [H]; on the other hand, the only justification for [H] is the Mill theory. Therefore Kripke's puzzle can be seen as a reductio ad absurdum of [H] and therefore of Mill's theory of proper names. Sosa claims that his answer might be translated into an answer that "rejects the applicability of the principle of disquotation" (p.394). If that is true, Sosa's position resembles Brandom's. No clear explanation is given, however, of what kind of theory would be a theory which allows a proper name to have a meaning which is not exhausted by its reference and which passes Kripke's tests against description theories of proper names.
7.

8.
9.
See Kripke (1979: 388 and n. 20) . Kaplan (1977: n. 78 ) said that the causal chain might "constitute a kind of meaning for proper names that is analogous to character for indexicals" (but names would have all the same character).
0.
The first to point out the confusion of connotation and sense in Kripke has been Wiggins (1980) . Actually, Kripke (1975 n 11) speaks exactly in terms of "connotation", saying that there is no "conventional community-wide 'connotation'" which tells, say, "Tully" from "Cicero". For the point of view of Kripke, see Kripke (1979: 384-385, n. 10 and 43) . Dummett reacted to the criticism of sense as what_gives_the_meaning insisting that Frege never intended "sense" as what fixes meaning (it is apparent that sense is not linguistic meaning, given that "today" and "yesterday" -which have apparently different meanings -may have for Frege the same sense if uttered in an appropriate context).
. See Carnap (1947: §29 .2). Carnap followed Frege's lectures in 1910 -1913 . Brandom (1994 remarks that Frege considered properties (concepts) as belonging to the realm of sense.
2
. See Brandom (1994: 93-94) . Frege (1879: §3); see also Penco (2003) on the definition of sense as inferential potential as one of the many definitions of sense in Frege. Brandom (1994) is discussed on pages 507-508, wherefrom I quote. The main discussion, which gives a definition of the second notion of belief is given in Chapter 4 (pp. 201ff) and Chapter 3 (pp.159ff). This distinction is basic in recent developments in the logic of belief; we might see an analogy in the distinction between implicit and explicit beliefs (Levesque 1984) , which is at the root of recent systems of epistemic logic such as Fagin, Halpern, et al. (1995) .
3. This central point in
4.
We may find different ways to treat this interplay of points of view formally: (i) a general suggestion is to use some form of quantifying out, like: "Pierre believes that there is an x who has no musical talent and the Reporter believes that he has musical talent". (ii) Kamp (1990) makes two suggestions in the context of Discourse Representation Theory (DRS): (a) the distinction between external anchors (given by a pair of a discourse referent and an object assumed as existent) and internal anchors (which purport to represent an object, but do not make existential assumptions) (b) the idea of internal links as a means to make the anchor of one person available to the other. In our DRS the same external anchor has a link to two different internal anchors in the DRS of Pierre. (iii) Edelberg (1991) has proposed using counterparts to making the jump from one point of view to the other; Paderewski1 and Paderewski2 would be two different counterparts of Paderewski as intended by the theory of the reporter. However, even these strategies are an over-simplification. The main problem of a formal treatment, if we wanted to follow Brandom's analysis of scorekeeping, would be to give the interplay of three different points of view: the speaker, the reporter and the interpreter (normally called "we" in philosophical papers, and too easily identified with the reporter).
5.
See Sainsbury (1998) , who develops the idea of Evans' principle of the intuitive difference of thoughts.
98 Carlo Penco
6.
The point is apparent in the Hesperus-Phosphorus case, as Kripke (1979) remarks, because we are in front of a convention. But the possibility for each speaker to attach her individual sense to a name makes it difficult to obtain "a requisite socialized notion of sense". The point is that the anaphoric stance does not avoid the problem, but is appear to make it even more difficult to solve.
7. This would be coherent with the idea of a double aspect in the Fregean conception of sense, discussed in Penco (2003) .
8. This suggestion is compatible with a revision of Devitt's (1996) proposal. For Devitt the sense of a name is the property of being in a particular network of denotational chains. Devitt requires the same phono/graphemic type, a requirement which can be abandoned (suggestion by Stephen Barker).
9
. Following Quine's holistic picture, Brandom's collateral commitments can be considered as analogous to Quine's auxiliary hypotheses.
20.
Brandom's holism is a reaction against atomism: "one must have many concepts in order to have any. For grasping a concept involves mastering the properties of inferential moves that connect it to many other concepts… One cannot have just one concept. This holism about concepts contrasts with the atomism that would result if one identified concepts with different responsive dispositions" (Brandom 1994: 89) . The traditional criticism of holism hinted at in the text has been made first by Dummett (1973) and taken over by Fodor and Lepore (1992) .
2.
For a recent assessment of these positions against holism, see Fodor (1998) and Dummett (1991) .
22.
It looks as if Brandom's theory, if so interpreted, would be a variant of Schiffer's hidden indexical theory where a "Kaplan" content is connected with a hidden indexical. After all, Kaplan's contents, like Carnap's intensions, can be represented as something that can be considered from different points of view (different characters or different intensional structures). Schiffer (1992) holds that belief is a relation between a speaker, an (indexical) mode of presentation and a structured "Kaplan" proposition. The difference between this and Brandom is that Brandom's anaphoric modes of presentation fill a gap which is not considered in the list of different interpretations of modes of presentations given by Schiffer; therefore, it is a challenge to Schiffer's solution. When Brandom (1994: 590) claims that "the content both speaker and hearer grasp (…) must be differently specified from different points of view, " this seems to imply just that Pierre and the reporter refer to the same individual, but does not imply that Pierre and the reporter have the same sets of substitutional commitments -properly intended as contents of belief.
23.
24. I think, firt of all, of the works developed after the seminal work by McCarthy (1993) . A more developed approach can be found in Beneceretti, Bouquet, and Ghidini (2000) and Guha and McCarthy (2003) .These papers give a new perspective to the multi-context theories, looking for a general format of the strategies with which we navigate through contexts.
25.
The basic idea is that we may build multi-contexts systems where each context is taken as a theory with no upper context, nor a strict hierarchical order among contexts. See, for example, on a multi-context representation of beliefs of limited agents. See also Penco (2001) on the relationship between multi-contexts theories and holism.
26. I refer here to the weak molecularism as developed by Perry (1994) or Marconi (1997) . The standard difference between strong molecularism and weak molecularism is typically presented as the difference between ∀p Eq (q ≠ p & Nec (p is shared → q is shared)) [strong molecularism] and ∀p Nec (p is shared → Eq (q ≠ p & q is shared) [weak molecularism: to have proper communication it is necessary that some semantic property is shared, without having decided which a priori or in advance]. On local holism see Penco (2001 Penco ( , 2004 .
